The adoption of quality management systems in order to achieve better performance is increasingly widespread among companies 
were the target group. In total, 108 managers responsible for the companies' products' and services' were invited to participate in the survey, ensuring 100% response rate. Of these companies, 12% were micro or small companies, 24% were medium-sized and 64% were large companies.
A three-part structured questionnaire was applied during face-to-face interviews. The first part, which was fully developed based on the theoretical reference, aims at analyzing the quality constructs, allocating three questions for each of them. The second part focused on the competitive capacities through five questions, one for each capacity, while the third part addressed the organizational performance criteria, approached through three questions.
Additionally, questions were raised on the main benefits (four questions) and difficulties (three questions) inherent in quality management. Thereby, the questionnaire was structured with 30 affirmations verifying the respondent's agreement level through a 1 to 5 Likert scale, where 1 represents total disagreement ("I totally disagree"), and 5 total agreement ("I totally agree").
The SmrtPLS, a Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) software, was used to analyze the study's data. SEM could be defined as the extension of multiple regression and is presented as a method that simultaneously analyzes different groups of variables, allowing multiple dependency relationships to be considered and thoroughly explored (SARSTEDT et al., 2014) . In the case of quality constructs, larger values represent greater adherence of the company to practices related to that construct, while smaller values indicate that these practices are not so developed within the organization.
The interviewees' responses to each of the 30 questions of the questionnaire, grouped in blocks as previously mentioned, were then tabulated based on this value/weight allocation.
The questionnaire is presented in this study's appendix.
The mathematical model used for the data analysis is shown in Figure 1 Therefore, Figure 1 depicts the quality constructs' influence on the other factors by means of the arrows coming out of their respective circles and reaching out to the other ones. At the end of the modeling phase, a simulation was performed based on the illustrated model and a report was generated with all the necessary data for the statistical analyzes.
The validation of both the data and the model has been accomplished through a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), following Daneva et al. (2014) , who point out that studies based on simulations with samples varying between 100 and 1000 produce reliable statistical results when subjected to this type of analysis. Since this research used a sample of 108 companies, it constitutes, thus, a valid model. This model has also verified the Composite Reliability (CR) and the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) as validation and reliability measures, as suggested by Ketchen (2013) . It is a crucial step for any research involving modeling. The questionnaire validation used the Cronbach's coefficient alpha, which is one of the most effective ways to test a questionnaire's reliability. The test measures the correlation among the questionnaire's answers, presenting a mean correlation among them and allowing the verification of the answers' quality. The next section presents a comprehensive discussion regarding the present study's results.
Presentation, Validation and Analysis of Results

Confirmatory Factor Analysis
The results of the confirmatory factor analysis are presented in Table 1Erro ! Fonte de referência não encontrada.. The CR should be greater than 0.7 and the AVE greater than 0.5
for the data to be considered reliable. Considering the aforementioned reference values, the confirmatory factor analysis demonstrates that, apart from difficulties and competitive capacities, all other groups fit the analysis' criteria, which corroborates the data reliability and that the latent variables are well represented by the observed variables.
Since displaying AVE values below 0.5 and CR numbers well under 0.7, the difficulties will not be considered in this study. Nevertheless, as the analysis of this group was not included in the general objective of the present research, its absence will not have any noteworthy consequences.
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The competitive capacities, however, are part of this study's focus and their analyses are fundamental to the completion of the work. The fact that the CR is greater than 0.7 confirms that the latent variables are well represented by the observed ones, whereas the low AVE value indicates that the data is not reliable and the variance could invalidate the analyzes.
For this reason, this work will only perform analyses comparing the quality constructs to the specific competitive capacities, since, when analyzed in this manner, they present acceptable confirmatory measures, as presented in Table 2 . Analysis of Table 2 shows that all values are equal to 1, which is due to the fact that only one question was asked for each competitive capacity in the questionnaire. This means that there is no variance among the questions' blocks, considering there is only one block for each capacity. The values of the confirmatory factor analysis can be then deemed as acceptable, allowing conclusions on the basis of the individual analyzes of each competitive capacity.
The validation of the questionnaire has been done through the Cronbach's coefficient alpha, which can be observed in Table 3 . According to Matsushima et al. (2014) , the questionnaire's quality analysis can be accomplished with the help of the Cronbach's coefficient alpha's reference values in Table 4 . Cronbach's Alpha Questionnaire's Quality α ≥ 0.9 Excellent 0.7 ≤ α < 0.9 Good 0.6 ≤ α < 0.7 Acceptable 0.5 ≤ α < 0.6 Poor α < 0.5 Inacceptable Source: Authors The highest standard deviation occurs in the process standardization construct, indicating a larger response variation. Table 6 exhibits the relationship between quality constructs and competitive capacities. The results presented in Table 6 shows an inverse relationship between customer focus and cost (-0.18), indicating that, despite having a significant coefficient in relation to other competitive capacities, customer-oriented quality practices may entail additional costs for businesses. On the other hand, the HR, continuous improvement and supplier management constructs do not exert a great influence on the organization's costs.
Results and Analyses
The same interpretation is applied when observing the positive relationship of cost and process standardization (0.252), indicating that companies that invest in standardization practices may achieve positive results, or benefits, regarding their cost. In relation to quality as a competitive capacity, it can be noticed that, with the exception of customer focus, all other constructs have coefficients close to zero, meaning that, in order to obtain benefits in terms of product quality, the company must turn its attention to quality practices that focus on its customers.
As far as time is concerned, both the continuous improvement and the process standardization constructs present low coefficients, which could indicate their low influence, while customer focus exhibits a slightly expressive coefficient. On the other hand, continuous improvement presents a coefficient similar to that of customer focus, only with an inverse relation, meaning that such practices influence time in a weak way.
The HR construct should be highlighted, considering it implies that companies performing practices related to this construct have great benefits regarding the competitive capacity of time. Flexibility appears to be highly influenced by quality practices focusing on the customer.. In that sense, continuous improvement has also showed a high coefficient in terms of flexibility, but, considering it is an inverse relationship, this means that continuous improvement practices could jeopardize flexibility.
The HR, process standardization and supplier management constructs have similar low-value coefficients, therefore indicating a relatively low influence. It should be noted, however, that both the HR and the supplier management constructs show a positive relation, while there is a negative correlation between process standardization and flexibility.
Finally, the reliability analysis of products and services points, once again, to a significantly positive influence of the customer focus construct (0.612), while continuous improvement seems to have no influence on reliability. The HR and supplier management constructs have positive and close coefficients, but their relatively low values indicate a small influence. The process standardization presents a more significant coefficient, although in a negative correlation, pointing to a negative influence on reliability.
The next step was to establish the relationship between quality constructs and the organizational performance, as displayed in Table 7 . Looking at the overall performance, it could be noticed that the customer focus and the supplier management constructs present the highest coefficients, indicating large positive impacts on the overall performance of the companies that focus on these practices. Continuous improvement also has a significant coefficient, although smaller, demonstrating its positive relation with the corporative performance. HR and process standardization exhibit coefficients close to zero, meaning a considerably weak influence.
In terms of the financial performance, its coefficients mildly highlight the correlations with customer focus, continuous improvement and supplier management. Since the HR construct has a negative coefficient, yet close to zero, its impact can be considered null. Process standardization also demonstrates a very low impact on financial performance, given its positive non-significant coefficient. Considering market share, customer focus exerts the greatest impact, while HR has a close-to-zero coefficient and, therefore, has no relevance.
Despite being insignificant values, both the continuous improvement and supplier management constructs have positive coefficients, implying that they have a low impact on market share. The only construct to present a negative correlation with market share, in spite of its low coefficient, is process standardization.
Finally, regarding the company's image in the market, supplier management indicates great, as well as customer focus, corroborating its intense relation with corporate image. Presenting non-relevant coefficients, both HR and continuous improvement are interpreted as noninfluential, whereas process standardization has a negative average coefficient, indicating a low, if not negative, influence towards the company image. Figure 2 consolidates the very relationship discussed in this study. 
Conclusion
The present work accomplished its main objectives: promotion of a conceptual discussion on quality constructs, competitiveness and organizational performance; analysis of the relationship of those constructs with the competitive capacities and also with the organizational performance; and the identification of the quality constructs that influence 24 competitive capacities and organizational performance, and the degree of such impact.
The study's main academic contributions are the discussions on quality management practices and the comparisons made between such practices and competitive capacities and organizational performance. Despite its limitations, the study was able to demonstrate empirical evidence that could support future researches, considering that companies of different sizes and sectors were studied. Regarding the applied contributions, the results exhibited represent an advance in identifying which quality management practices benefit companies the most, improving their performance and contributing with their respective competitive capacities.
The sample size, as well as assuring its randomness and representativeness, can be listed as the work's great challenges. The managers eventually fulfilled the necessity for randomness in that population the moment their voluntarily enrolled for the training,. The representativeness would also be guaranteed, albeit not ideally, for this same reason, since there were manufacturing companies from the market's most diverse sectors. Lastly, the sample size (108 managers) was close to the minimum limit required for this model, allowing its validation. Nevertheless, it is undeniable that a larger sample would bring more reliability to the results. The study's limitations are related to the location of the companies surveyed, restricted to the state of São Paulo, and to the fact that these companies did not belong to a specific sector.
Quality management systems can present particularities that have greater and better adherence in specific environments. Based on that, it is recommended that future research replicate the model in other locations and focus on specific market sectors.
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ANNEX -QUESTIONNAIRE
Profile of the organization and its respondent
5. The company encourages employees to implement improvements in production processes.
6. The company grants benefits due to employees' performance.
7. The company has trained and motivated quality teams.
8. The company has a continuous improvement-focused culture.
9. The company has structured and effective corrective and preventive action plans.
10. There are standardized processes in the company and they are frequently reviewed.
11. The high degree of standardization is a fundamental element for the company's success.
12. The company has an ISO 9001 certificate and follows it rigorously.
13. The company continuously and structurally assesses its suppliers.
14. The supplier's assessment has clear and well-established criteria.
15. The company has objective criteria for the classification of its suppliers.
16. The company evaluates the quality of the products/services continuously and feeds back projects and processes in order to improve them.
17. The quality of its processes, products and services positively influence the company's image.
18. There are processes related to quality management that facilitate the company's relationship with customers and suppliers.
19. Quality processes contribute to increase the company's productivity and reduce its costs and nonconformities.
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22. There is lack of support from the top management for quality matters in the company.
23. The company competes in the market mainly via cost (lower prices).
24. The company competes in the market mainly via quality (better products and services than its competitors).
25. The company competes in the market mainly via time (smaller delivery and technical assistance times than its competitors, for example).
26. The company competes in the market mainly via flexibility (products/services changes and/or variations in delivery time or quantity).
27. The company competes in the market mainly via reliability of its products/services.
28. The company exhibits excellent financial performance when compared to its competitors.
29. The company has significantly increased its market share in the last 5 years.
30. The company has an outstanding image in the market.
